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Re: Comments on PAC-E-05-09

Dear Ms. Jewell:

The Idaho Farm Energy Association provides the following comments on
the Amended Agreement filed with the Commission on January 27, 2006
in the above-referenced matter. The Idaho Farm Energy Association is a
nonprofit corporation formed in January 2006 to promote rural economic
development through on-farm renewable energy projects in the State of
Idaho. On-farm renewable energy projects can shelter consumers from
rising fuel prices, contribute to local economies, provide direct income for
farmers and ranchers, increase diversity of fuel supply, and reduce our
dependence on foreign fuels.

We support approval of the Schwendiman Amended Agreement and view
its modified 90/110 banding mechanism as a significant improvement over
the prior version of the band. However, the methodology used to separate
the capacity and energy price components in this Amended Agreement
contains an important error which must be corrected if these new contract
terms are to be applied to other projects. In addition, we believe that the
90/110 performance band remains an unjustified reduction from full
avoided cost prices. We also object to the failure of the methodology to
recognize that deliveries below the 90% band still have capacity value.

Rather than persisting with the 90/110 banding requirement, we believe all
parties would be better served by requiring that wind projects provide
forecasts from pre-approved advanced forecasting services. This is the
best way to minimize the cost of integrating wind energy.

1. Non-Conforming Energy Price Calculation is Erroneous

The “non-conforming energy” price is too low because it fails to include
the full value of variable operations and maintenance costs for the
surrogate avoided resource. A portion of variable O&M costs were
included in the capacity component of the published rates, which has the
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effect of reducing the energy component (and thus the hon-conforming energy price).

Specifically, all of the variable O&M up to the capacity factor of the peaking resource
has been allocated to capacity. Therefore, the equivalent amount of energy from the SAR
combined cycle would have no variable O&M in its avoided energy costs. This cannot
be correct. If this energy is displaced by wind deliveries, every kWh delivered would
save variable O&M at the SAR. Variable O&M is defined as O&M costs which vary
with the number of kWh generated.

It is important to note that all of the variable O&M of the peaking resource is assigned to
capacity, not just the difference in variable O&M between the peaking resource and the
SAR. In fact, since the variable O&M of the peaking resource is higher than the SAR
this has an even greater impact on the number of kWh with no associated variable O&M.
The attached report of Dr. Don Reading is incorporated by reference to these comments,
and provides a more detailed explanation of this error.

In essence, only the fixed costs of a peaking resource should be included in the capacity
component. All variable costs should be allocated to the energy component. Obviously
variable O&M costs, by definition, are not fixed costs. Simply put, var1able O&M costs
are more akin to fuel costs than capital costs.

The s1gmﬁcance of this error is directly related to the assumed capacity factor of the
peaking resource. In the case of Pacificorp, the assumed capacity factor is 18%. While
this error has a modest impact on the non-conforming energy price under the Amended
Agreement, it would have a much more significant impact if applied to Idaho Power,
which assumes a 59% capacity factor, as noted in Dr Reading’s letter.

Dr. Reading confirmed that Pacificorp included a portion of variable O&M in capacity in
its avoided cost filings in Oregon and Utah. However in both cases, this was not an
important issue. In those jurisdictions, the division between capacity and energy is only
used to allocate the total avoided costs to different time of delivery periods. Thus, in
those other states, the error was harmless because it did not reduce total average price.

However in the Amended Agreement, this erroneous allocation has a very real impact on
the actual price paid for non-conforming energy. Any variable costs allocated to capacity
prices unfairly reduces the non-conforming energy price. Unlike in Oregon and Utah,
this issue has significant relevance to total average price.

The Amended Agreement is signed, final, and should be approved. However, the
Commission should make specific findings that the exclusion of variable O&M costs
from the energy-only value of the published rates is inappropriate and should not be
repeated for future contracts.
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2. Deliveries Below 90% Deserve Some Capacity Credit

Even if a wind project delivers less than 90% of its projected output, its deliveries still
improve system reliability. That is, it still has capacity value. By way of example, if a
utility-owned resource suffers a major forced outage -- or there is a lack of hydro
resource -- those resources are not removed from ratebase. The utility will still receive
full compensation for building the project even though it has failed to meet its projected
performance. Unlike a utility owned resource, the wind project is only paid for what it
delivers; however, failing to meet the 90% standard does not mean that deliveries below
90% should not receive some capacity credit.

3. The Amended Agreement Is An Improvement, but the 90/110 Performance
Band Continues To Be An Inappropriate Policy

The modified form of the 90/110 band reflected in the Amended Agreement is an
improvement over the market-based non-conforming energy price set in prior standard
PURPA contracts approved by the Commission. Future PURPA projects in each
utilities’ service territory should have the option of choosing the terms of the Amended
Agreement (with the variable O&M correction discussed above).

However, we believe the Commission should more strongly encourage and provide
guidance to utilities and wind projects to develop contract terms that are “similarly
rigorous” to the 90/110 band. Order 29880.

The Commission has heard the criticisms of the 90/110 band. The simple fact is that no
wind forecasting technology exists to provide a forecast of monthly production within
10% accuracy a quarter in advance. Nor is such information valuable to operating the
utility system. The 90/110 mechanism simply serves to reduce prices from full avoided
costs. We believe this is forbidden by PURPA, and that better alternatives can be found.

Wind forecasts, like hydro forecasts, are exponentially more accurate in the near term. In
the time horizons actually used by utilities for operational planning (such as real time and
day ahead markets), high quality wind forecasts are available. Utilities are far better
served by near term forecasts with higher accuracy than speculative forecasts three
months in advance. Moreover, the 90/110 band drives wind projects to provide
artificially low forecasts to utilities, undercutting the very purpose of its existence.

In Order 29880 (at page 3), the Commission stated that the 90/110 band serves as an
“incentive for the QF to make the most reliable estimates possible.” In fact, the band
serves as an incentive for the project to submit artificially low forecasts. At higher
penetrations of wind energy on the grid, this could create a situation where utilities are
securing power on the market or allocating resources unnecessarily — a poor outcome for
ratepayers.
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We believe that new non-price terms can be developed to the advantage of utilities and
wind developers. We suggest the Commission favorably recommend that utilities and
developers carefully explore replacing the 90/110 band with a combination of the new,
high resolution short-term forecasting services which have become available and the
mechanical availability guarantee (“MAG”). Using these third party forecasting services
has become increasingly common in the industry. This will provide utilities with the
most accurate forecast of wind production for use in operational planning and resource
dispatch. This was the Commission’s primary goal in using the 90/110 band.

If desirable, longer term forecasts can still be provided for a utility’s strategic planning
process, but without the pricing terms that have created an incentive for wind projects to
submit artificially low forecasts. Also, including the MAG provision ensures that a

project’s operator is focused on doing the best possible job with those things that can be
controlled.

We submit that professional, independent forecasts and the MAG, taken together, are
“similarly rigorous” compared to the 90/110 band. In fact, they should provide far more
useful information for operational planners. Short term forecasts from experienced firms
have a high degree of accuracy, and long term forecasts, if needed, will not be skewed
downward due to the wind projects’ natural tendency to hedge against the 90/110 band.
The MAG provision will ensure a high degree of project availability and maximum
energy deliveries.

Thank you for your consideration of these comments.

Sincerely,

Brian Jackson
President, Idaho Farm Energy Association
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Dear Mr. Jackson:

Your Association has asked me to review the calculations related to the
price for Non-Conforming Energy in the Schwendiman wind energy
contract and the implications of the modified 90/110 Performance Band
mechanism. The following analysis indicates that the new mechanism is
a major improvement over the existing mechanism. However
PacifiCorp’s method of calculation of the Non-Conforming Energy Price
contains a significant theoretical flaw that needs be corrected before the
mechanism is generally applied in future avoided cost calculations.

Modified 90/110 Performance Band

The Modified Band is superior to the current methodology because it
eliminates market price risk from the contract. The forecast of revenues
for the wind projects will be far less volatile because they are no ionger
exposed to natural gas prices. For the ratepayers, there will now be an
economic incentive for accurate forecasting at all times. Under the
current mechanism, there is no forecasting incentive when 85% of the
prices at Mid-C exceed the contract price. This situation has occurred in
the past.

The basis of fixed price contracts is to eliminate market price risks for
both parties. The avoided costs represent a common view as to the fong
term cost of producing electricity. One problem with the current 90/110
mechanism is that it violated this basic compact. Rather than using the
agreed upon prices, it uses market prices only if they are lower. The
one-sided nature of this mechanism is unfairly biased against wind
projects and artificially reduces supply. This in turmn increases costs to
ratepayers in the long run, since they will then buy more energy from
less economic sources. The Modified Band returns to the common view
of forecasted energy prices.



Non-Conforming Energy Price

PacifiCorp has used a common approach to dividing the total avoided
cost, calculated with the SAR method, between capacity and energy. In
jurisdictions which use time differentiated avoided costs, the value of
reliability is separated from the value of energy. If the fixed cost of a
combined cycle is used to price capacity, a competitive market could add
an infinite number of simple cycle combustion turbines (SCCT) and the
owners of those turbines would reap above market returns.

Hence, it is generally recognized that the fixed cost of owning the least
cost peaking resource, such as an SCCT, is the appropriate proxy for
pricing capacity, regardless of what type of power plant is used as the
SAR.

With this approach all other costs of the SAR, including the balance of
the capital costs, are allocated to energy. Essentially, any additional
fixed costs of the SAR compared to the peaking resource is justified on
the basis of operating cost savings.

If the additional capital costs of the combined cycle SAR are not
allocated to the energy price, then only resources operating at or below
the heat rate of the SAR would be economic. However, there are
obviously times when peaking resources, such as Bennett Mountain, will
operate even though their operating costs are higher. This can occur for
a variety of reasons such as load balancing, mitigating transmission
constraints, replacement of outages of other units, etc.. Adding the extra
capital costs of the SAR to energy has the effect of increasing the
energy price to account for periods when more expensive resources are
operating.

PacifiCorp Methodology Error

There is a theoretical flaw in PacifiCorp’s avoided cost calculation
methodology. The Company includes variable O&M in the SCCT’s fixed
costs. While this is consistent with the way PacifiCorp calculates
avoided capacity prices in Utah and Oregon, it is simply incorrect. In
economic terms, the task here is to determine the change in cost due to
a change in demand (kW). Operating costs (kWh) are not part of this
calculation. The change in variable O&M due to a change in kW is zero.
There is no justification for treating variable O&M costs differently than
variable fuel costs.

In both Oregon and Utah, the avoided capacity price is simply used to
allocate total avoided costs between time periods. Therefore,
PacifiCorp’s methodology does not reduce total avoided costs. It only
shifts a minor amount of avoided costs between on-peak and off-peak
periods. In the Schwendiman case, this flawed methodology reduces
the price of Non-Conforming Energy. Therefore, it causes an unfair loss
to the projects that will be subject to this approach.



Applying the Methodology to Idaho Power

The size of the PacifiCorp error is determined by the capacity factor
assumed for the SCCT. PacifiCorp uses an 18% capacity factor based
on their 2004 IRP Update. If this error isn’t corrected, it will have a far
larger impact if the method is applied to Idaho Power. Idaho Power
assumes an SCCT capacity factor of 59% in their 2004 IRP. For 2008,
the PacifiCorp calculation reduces the Non-Conforming Energy Price by
1.86 $/MWh. If applied to Idaho Power, the error will equal 2.80 $/MWh.

Attached is a calculation of Non-Conforming Energy Prices for idaho
Power using its 2004 IRP assumptions and eliminating variable O&M
from capacity prices. To adjust for seasonal prices, | assumed that no
avoided capacity costs be allocated to the three off peak months and
that the Non-Conforming Energy Prices be assigned in the other two
seasons. The result is that most of the difference in seasonal prices is
assigned to capacity prices, which is logical.

it should be noted that there is a small rounding error when applying
ldaho Power’s normal seasonality factor to the March—May period. The
actual factor is 73.33%, which has been rounded to 73.5% in the current
SAR model.

Recommendation

The a theoretical flaw in PacifiCorp’s avoided cost calculation
methodology needs to be corrected for the reasons stated above.
Variable O&M should not be included in fixed costs. In future contracts
PacifiCorp needs to fix this error and the methodology should not be
extended to Idaho Power, or any other utility without correction.

Slncerely,

Don C. Reading, PhD
Consulting Economist, VP



WY SZ:8 9002/8/€ (Arewwng ) Odi 0} paiiddy [SPON UBWIPUSMUOS 1P  yl}

10'68 G6°LL or'G9 yacl 90°L1 19'€c 0coc
00°/8 L1'9L £€6°€9 1 (A" €801 - L0'¢C 620¢
¥0'G8 12472 6% C9 G6'L1 0901 14 K44 820¢
clL'es8 QL ¢cL 60°L9 99'L 1L LE°01 €0'¢c 120¢C
gc'i8 OL'LL ¢L'69 seLl GL 0L €g'Le 9¢0¢
L6 8¥'69 1£°8SG LELL £€6'6 v0'Le 62o0c
c9LL 06°L9 90°'LS ¥8°0l cL'6 9602 | (AV4
18°6. 9€'99 8.°G9 840l 1G'6 60°0C €¢0c
oL'vL G819 AR 4% €€0lL LE€6 79’61 [AAVA
6v'cL 8€'€9 0e'es 8001 L6 6161 XAV
G8'0L ¥6'19 0L¢s ¥8°6 ¢6'8 GL'8l 0¢o¢
92’69 €509 £6°09 09'6 cL'8 €e'8l 61L0¢C
049 91’69 8.6V LE'6 12°R°] 16°LL 810c
L1799 18°.G 99'8vy GL'6 9e'8 1G'LL L10¢
89'¥9 06'99 YA WA 4 €6'8 818 bVLL 910¢
TR (A4 069y cL'8 00’8 cL 9L GgL0c
08'L9 96°tS o¥'Gb 168 €8'L 148 141074
0¥'09 v.L'CS 19 4 4 4 0e'8 191 L6'Gl €10¢
¥0'6S 14° B4 evey iL'8 05'L 19°GlL A4
VL'LS L£°0S S| A4 16°L ve'L 9c'sl LL0c
L' 96 19414 0S¥y cL'L 6L°L I16'¥L 0L0¢
PL'GS LL'8Yy LGS0V 1WA €0’L yA*R 4" 600¢
06°'€S a0'Ly 99'6¢€ 9¢’L 889 1 (4" 800¢
69°¢CS G6'sv L1°8¢ 8L°L V.9 é6’el 100¢
061G L6 'vY 68°LE 102 649 LO9°ElL 9002
3509 papIoAY | s3s09) [eng $)s09) ABiauzy [S}s09 paxi4|s)so paxid Jea)
[ejo) lejoL jlong | pezieydes| 1998 1999
HMW/$

Apmis d¥l 002 wody 199 WIN Bauuag Aq Jjds 3so) foede)

QOHLIN 11a3¥D MV3d HLIM YVS - ¥3MOd OHVAI



Wv 628 9002/8/¢

(Alewwing ) Odi 03 paliddy [Spoly uewipuamyogp  Yfi

1068 1068 18'90L | 1269 G6'LL L1Z8 1128 /299 ¥8°'9 v9've -
00/8 00°/8 or'¥0L | 08'€9 L9 0€°08 0€08 08°€9 0L9 0L'¥2 -
068 ¥0°'G8 G0'Z0L | 9€29 Az L¥8L Ly'8L 9€°29 /59 85°€Z -
Z1'€8 zLes G.'66 9609 GLZL 89'9/ 89'9/ 96°09 44’ 90°€2 -
GzZ'L8 GZ'L8 05'.6 85°65 0LLL ¥6'vL v6'vL 85°6G €9 9522 -
Ly'6. L6 0£'G6 ¥Z'8S 8%°'69 XAV €T€L AT 819 1022 -
29°LL 29°LL GL'E6 2695 06°.9 951 961 26°9S 90'9 8512 -
18°GL 18°G. GO'L6 ¥9'6G 9€'99 €669 €669 ¥9°'GS ¥6'G bie -
oL'vL oL'¥L 6688 8E'¥S G8'y9 ¥£'89 €89 8E'¥S 28'G G902 -
& & 6698 9L'€S 8¢'€9 6.'99 6.°99 olL'€s 0L'S 0202 -
G8'0. G8'0. €0'G8 96'LS ¥6°19 LTG9 1259 96'16 65°G 9.6l -
9269 9Z'69 LLes 6.°0S €609 8.°€9 8.°€9 6.°0G 8¥'G €e'6l -
0.9 0.L9 €Z'18 ¥9'6¥ 916G €€29 €€°Z9 ¥9'6Y .86 1681 -
/199 1199 0’6 258y 182G 1609 16°09 4 K14 0Z'G 681 -
89'¥9 8999 192 e’ Ly 05'95 2565 25'69 X A4 oL'g 60°8l -
22°€9 22'€9 18'G. eToRe] 2 2Z'SS L1°8S L1'8S og"oF G0'S 0L'LL -
0819 0819 oL ze'SP 96°€S G895 G8'9G ze'sy G6'Y LeLL -
0t'09 0’09 8y'CL 0S b¥ v.'2S GGG GG'GS 0E vy G8'¥ €6°9l -
065 ¥0'65 G8'0. 0g'eh ¥S°1S 62 ¥S 62 ¥S 0g'ey oLy 9591 -

L2 LS LLLS 9Z'69 A4 2 1£08 GO'ES G0'€S zeZY 99't 0Z'9l -
L'9S L¥'9G 029 LSLY €T 6Y G8'Lg G8'LS LELY LGP G8'Gl -
71°GS v1'GS L1°99 v ov LL8P 1905 1908 A0 4 8v'y 05'Gl -
06°€S 06'€S 89'9 €G'6€ 20'L¥ 1S6¥ LG 6¥ £G°6¢ 6E'¥ L1'Gl -
692 6925 22'€9 ¥9'8¢ G6'GY 6¢'8Y 6€'8Y ¥9'8¢ 0€'¥ ¥8'vl -
05°LS 0515 0819 1118 16'b 62 LY 62 LY L1 1€ XA 4 LSl -

4! S 4 > 4] S 1 4 > S 14 ¢ O\
BAy %0°00} |%0°0ZL |%E€L BAy %0°00}L |%0°0ZL |%E€L %0°00L |%0°0Z} |%E€L
PIM qod-}00 | deg-unp | Aep-ze | | PIM qo4-190 | des-unp | Aep-1ep | | god-300 | deg-unr | Aepy-tepy

301 d TYNOSVIS V1oL 3o18d ADMINT ONINYOINOD-NON J01dd ALIDYdVD

SPOLIdd |EUOSEDS 0] JIPaL) Yead JO Uoieao||y

(JOHL3N LIA3¥D ¥Vd HLIM JVS - ¥33MOd OHVAI




